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PER CURI AM
Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's order adoptingthe
recomrendati on of the magi strate judge to deny Appellant's notion

filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255 (1988), as anended by Antiter-

rorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-
132, 110 Stat. 1217. We have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we
affirmsubstantially on the reasoning of the district court. United

States v. Wight, Nos. CR-87-105; CA-94-3506-8AJ (D.S.C. Jan. 8,

1996) .

In addition we note that, because there has been no inter-
vening change in law regarding the clainms Appellant raised on
direct appeal, collateral attack of these alleged errors is fore-

cl osed. Boeckenhaupt v. United States, 537 F.2d 1182, 1183 (4th

Cir.), cert. denied, 429 U. S. 863 (1976). Further, Appellant’'s non-

constitutional clains raised for the first tineinthis collateral
proceedi ng have been wai ved by the failure to rai se themon direct

appeal. Stone v. Powell, 428 U S. 465, 477 n.10 (1976); United

States v. Emanuel, 869 F.2d 795, 796 (4th Cr. 1989). Finally,

Appellant's failure to show cause for his procedural default bars
revi ew of those cl ai ms where no cont enpor aneous obj ecti on was nade

at sentencing. United States v. Gaylor, 828 F. 2d 253, 256 (4th Cir.

1987) .



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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